Abstract Although many facial and vocal databases are available for research, very few of them have controlled the range of attractiveness of the stimuli that they offer. To fill this gap, we created the GEneva Faces and Voices (GEFAV) database, providing standardized faces (static and dynamic neutral, smiling) and voices (speaking sentences, vowels) of young European adults. A total of 61 women and 50 men 18-35 years old agreed to be part of the GEFAV stimuli, and two rating studies involving 285 participants provided evaluations of the facial and vocal samples. The final set of stimuli was satisfactory in terms of attractiveness range (wide and rather symmetrical distribution over the attractiveness continuum) and the reliability of the ratings (high consistency between the two rating studies, high interrater agreement in the final rating study). Moreover, the database showed an adequate validity, since a series of findings described by earlier research on human attractiveness were confirmed-namely, that facial and vocal attractiveness are predicted by femininity and health in women, and by masculinity, dominance, and trustworthiness in men. In future studies, the GEFAV stimuli may be used intact or transformed, individually or in multimodal combinations, to investigate a wide range of mechanisms, such as the behavioral, neuropsychological, and neurophysiological processes involved in social cognition.
standardization of recording conditions and so on. Furthermore, ethical restrictions regarding use of the participants' image or voice may place constraints on their reuse by the original researchers or on sharing these resources with other interested researchers. A straightforward solution to all of these issues would be to use stimuli from a database.
To our knowledge, databases of voice samples exist for aging voices (Kelly, Drygajlo, & Harte, 2013) , pathological speech/voices (e.g., Disordered Voice Database, Kay Elemetrics Corp., Lincoln Park, NJ, USA), and emotional voices (Belin, Fillion-Bilodeau, & Gosselin, 2008; Burkhardt, Paeschke, Rolfes, Sendlmeier, & Weiss, 2005; Petta, Pelachaud, & Cowie, 2011) . Most facial databases were designed for the study of face recognition (Gross, 2005; www. face-rec.org/databases) and/or facial expression recognition, such as the Pictures of Facial Affect (Ekman & Friesen, 1976) , the Karolinska Directed Emotional Faces (Lundqvist, Flykt, & Öhman, 1998) , the PAL (Minear & Park, 2004) , the Yale Face Database (Belhumeur, Hespanha, & Kriegman, 1997) , the PICS (University of Stirling, http://pics.psych.stir.ac.uk), and the FACES (Max Planck Institute for Human Development in Berlin, http://faces.mpib-berlin.mpg.de). Several multimodal databases including faces and voices have also been developed for emotion research (Bänziger, Mortillaro, & Scherer, 2012; Petta et al., 2011) .
Unfortunately, each database has its limits, and researchers willing to use stimuli contrasted in attractiveness have to deal with images that are not sufficiently standardized (in terms of background, clothing, hair positioning, or facial expression), are slightly outdated, include various age groups and ethnicities (thus offering only small homogeneous subsamples), or have restricted access. Importantly, most databases do not provide stimuli that are distributed over a useful range of attractiveness. Among the very few databases of faces with controlled levels of attractiveness, one created by Todorov and colleagues consists of 25 computer-generated faces (not real human faces) varying on seven levels of attractiveness, and is freely available after completion of an agreement form (Todorov, Dotsch, Porter, Oosterhof, & Falvello, 2013 ). Another database (the Beautycheck project; Braun, Gruendl, Marberger, & Scherber, 2001 ) provides composite pictures derived from three or more original faces among neutral standardized pictures of 96 young adults (no original face available).
In this context, our aim was to create a new database, the GEneva Faces and Voices (GEFAV) database, to be used both in attractiveness research and in much wider areas of face and voice perception. The GEFAV fits the following criteria: original stimuli from real individuals, different types of stimuli from the same individuals (visual static and dynamic; auditory), homogeneous sample (young adults, men and women, European type), stimuli collected in highly standardized conditions, and free access for academic nonprofit research.
Compared with existing databases, the main contribution of the GEFAV is that particular care was taken to have stimuli covering a sufficient range of attractiveness, based on evaluations by a population with the same characteristics as the stimuli. This was achieved by a two-step procedure: Study 1 allowed for stimulus collection and the ratings of 73 GEFAV participants, and Study 2 was conducted to populate the higher tail of the attractiveness distribution and to collect perceptual judgments of the final 111 GEFAV participants on several social dimensions, including attractiveness. This report introduces the GEFAV database and shows its quality through (1) the appropriateness of the attractiveness range; (2) its reliability, represented by rater consistency within and between studies; and (3) its validity, confirmed by attractiveness predictions by classical factors such as face symmetry (Grammer & Thornhill, 1994; Perrett et al., 1999) , digit ratio (Bogaert, Fawcett, & Jamieson, 2009; Ferdenzi, Lemaitre, Leongomez, & Roberts, 2011) , voice frequency (Collins, 2000; Collins & Missing, 2003) , and voice distance from the mean frequency of the sample (Bestelmeyer et al., 2012; Bruckert et al., 2010) .
Material and method

Stimuli
The GEFAV database comprises facial and vocal stimuli from 111 participants, hereafter called "stimulus participants" (61 women, 50 men), 18-35 years old (mean ± SD = 22.9 ± 4.3 years). Among women, 35 reported using hormonal contraceptives and 26 were not. The latter were recorded during the fertile phase of their menstrual cycle (based on the estimation method detailed in Ferdenzi, Schaal, & Roberts, 2009) . Eligible stimulus participants were 18 to 35 years of age, of European origin, French native speakers, nonsmokers, and did not have any form of speech impediment or visible ornaments or artifacts (e.g., piercings or braces). They were recruited by posters and Web announcements (Study 1, untargeted recruitment) and by word of mouth or via models' webpages (Study 2, targeted at higher levels of physical attractiveness). They received cash or course credits for their participation.
The Committee on Research Ethics of the Faculty of Psychology and Education Sciences at the University of Geneva approved this study and the constitution of the database. An information sheet (Appendix A) explained to the participants that they were going to be videotaped and audio recorded, that their face and voice were going to be rated by others on several criteria, that their face and voice were going to be used in later studies if they agree to take part in the GEFAV database, and that their name will never be associated to their stimuli when communicating the results/the stimuli to third persons. After reading this document, the participants signed a consent form (Appendix B), in which they indicated whether they agreed with each of the following points separately: (1) to have their face videotaped and their voice recorded, and to have their face and voice subsequently evaluated by other participants, and (2) to take part with their face and voice in the constitution of a permanent database that would subsequently be used in other research projects. All participants included in the GEFAV gave written consent to these two points. Participants who agreed only to the first point were not included in the GEFAV and their data served a secondary purpose of this study not presented in this article. Later on, as a fulfillment of participants' rights to have more precise information about how their stimuli could be used, we explained to them by email that (1) the database would be made available for free to other researchers from other institutions than the University of Geneva, upon request and for academic research only; (2) that these researchers, by signing the GEFAV Confidentiality Agreement and Terms of Use (Appendix C), would commit to using the stimuli of the database for academic research only and not to communicate the database to others; and (3) that their face and voice could be presented in other studies in their original form or in a modified form (e.g., through masculinization of the voice/face, combination with other faces/voices, or transformation of the face into a computer-generated face). All participants from whom we received an acknowledgment of receipt were kept in the database (N = 111), and we removed participants who replied that they did not agree with these terms (N = 2) or had an invalid e-mail address (N = 1). The GEFAV stimuli can be considered as personal data because they allow direct or indirect identification of the person. Therefore, we made sure that our processing of these data is in compliance with the European legislation (European Directive 95/46/EC) and the Swiss Federal Act on Data Protection. Only researchers from European countries and from countries benefiting from a decision of the European Commission regarding the adequacy of protection of personal data in thirdparty countries [based on Article 25(6) of directive 95/46/EC], such as Switzerland (reference of the decision: 2000/518/EC), are allowed to have access to the GEFAV. Researcher requests for access to the database will be examined case-by-case for this purpose. Conditions of data transfer and content of the database are subject to change according to possible modifications of the legislation in the future.
The stimulus participants were simultaneously video-and audio-recorded with a Panasonic AG-HPX171 video camera and a Neumann BCM 104 condenser studio microphone, during a single session. Men were asked to have their face shaved and women were instructed not to wear any makeup. Despite these explicit instructions, several men had stubble on the day of testing, but we included them in spite of this and let the database users decide whether they wish to use stimuli with facial hair or not. Also, a few women did not comply with the makeup instructions and were asked to remove it with facial wipes that we provided. In spite of this procedure, some traces of eye pencil can be seen on some of the participants. Before the recording took place, participants were asked to remove all accessories, to put on a black top, to make their face free from hair, and to sit in front of a black background. Standardized conditions of light, sound, material, and participant's placement were carefully applied. Participants were asked (1) to look straight at the camera with a neutral expression, (2) to say Bonjour. Il est deux heures moins dix ("Hello. It's ten to two") toward the camera with a neutral expression, (3) to freely express their emotion as they looked at the camera while giggles were played aloud in the room (the aim being to elicit a smile), and (4) to pronounce the six vowels /ε/, / i/, /a/, /o/, / u/, and /y/ (from the International Phonetic Alphabet). This allowed us obtaining three color facial stimuli: a static neutral picture and a static smiling picture, both extracted from the video, and a short video sequence showing the face saying the sentence. Using Psychomorph (Tiddeman, Burt, & Perrett, 2001) and Adobe Creative Suite, faces were equalized in width, and masked to remove hair and retain only the face, ears and neck. In addition, two vocal stimuli were extracted: the sentence and the vowels / i/, /a/, and /o/ (from the middle of the vowel series, to limit intonation variations; Collins, 2000) . A 2-s duration was set for the vowel series with Praat version 5.2 (Boersma & Weenink, 2011) , by shortening or lengthening the silent periods between vowels (not the vowels themselves; see Ferdenzi et al., 2013) . Sound intensity was normalized with MATLAB version 7.12 by matching the average absolute amplitude of all recordings. Examples of the different types of samples are provided as Supplementary Samples 1-5, and further details about stimulus collection and preparation are available in the Supplementary Method.
Additional stimuli and measures were used in this study. First, the lengths of index and ring fingers of the stimulus participants were measured, to allow for computing the second-to-fourth digit ratio (2D:4D) of the right hand. Second, body mass index (BMI) was estimated on the basis of participants' reports of their height and weight. Third, an index of facial symmetry was computed with Psychomorph, on the basis of the distances between seven bilateral points of the face (Scheib, Gangestad, & Thornhill, 1999) , and fundamental frequency (F0) of the voices was measured with Praat. These four parameters were measured because they are likely to be related with attractiveness. Finally, five male and five female composite faces were constituted and used in Study 2 (Supplementary Fig. 1 ): These were face averages of the stimulus participants with the lowest, highest, and intermediate levels of attractiveness in Study 1, and with the lowest and highest finger-length ratios 2D:4D. More details about these additional stimuli and measures are available in the Supplementary Method section.
Ratings
The rating sessions involved 98 participants in Study 1 (57 women and 41 men, 23.3 ± 3.8 years old) and 187 other participants in Study 2 (91 women, 96 men; 22.1 ± 3.2 years old), hereafter called "raters." Some of the raters in Study 1 (N = 61) were also GEFAV stimulus participants. To take part in the rating sessions, participants had to be 18-35 years of age, of European origin, heterosexual, and French native speakers. Normal vision and hearing was also required. Raters in both studies received cash or course credits as compensation to their participation.
The rating procedures in Studies 1 and 2 were mostly similar (for details, see the Supplementary Method). After providing written informed consent, raters were positioned in front of a computer in a testing room with up to ten participants simultaneously. The stimuli were a subsample of the GEFAV stimuli in Study 1 (from N = 73 participants) and the total set in Study 2 (from N = 111, including 38 new participants from the targeted recruitment). Faces were presented on a screen and voices through headphones. At the beginning of the session, the raters had a quick glimpse at the faces and voices they were about to evaluate, so that they have an idea of the attractiveness range. Blocks of the same stimulus type were presented, separated by minimum 30-s breaks. Only opposite-sex stimuli were presented in Study 1, whereas in Study 2 raters evaluated male and female stimuli. In Study 2, average faces (see the Stimuli section) were also presented at the end of the session. Raters were asked to skip the ratings of stimulus participants they knew. In Study 1, stimuli were rated for attractiveness short-term (i.e., for a casual relationship), attractiveness long-term (i.e., for a lasting relationship), beauty, masculinity/femininity, and trustworthiness. In Study 2, raters evaluated attractiveness, masculinity/femininity, dominance, health, and trustworthiness, as well as perceived symmetry (only for static and dynamic neutral faces and for averaged faces) and smile authenticity (only for static smiling faces). We defined attractiveness and explained it to the participants as the propensity of the stimulus person to elicit attraction to them personally, or in general when it comes to evaluate same-sex stimuli (e.g., heterosexual males are able to project how attractive another heterosexual male would be to women). Note that the ratings/methods used in Studies 1 and 2 slightly differ due to the fact that other research questions were addressed concurrently. Especially, the distinction between beauty and attractiveness will be presented elsewhere (Ferdenzi et al., 2014) . Visual analogue scales were used, and detailed explanation of each scale was provided at the beginning and during the session. For comparison purpose with Study 2, and because short-term and long-term attractiveness ratings were highly correlated (rs = .94 to .98, depending on the stimulus type), these two variables were averaged to provide a single attractiveness variable.
Results
Level and range of attractiveness
Analyses were conducted on mean ratings obtained by averaging raters' responses for each GEFAV stimulus (N = 16 to 32 opposite-sex raters in Study 1, and N = 20 to 23 oppositeand same-sex raters in Study 2). The means and ranges of ratings in Studies 1 and 2 are given in Table 1 for attractiveness, and in Supplementary Table 1 for the other dimensions. First, we tested whether targeted recruitment improved the attractiveness range of the face database. In Study 2, the new faces obtained through targeted recruitment (N = 38) were more attractive than the faces obtained through nontargeted recruitment (N = 73) [static: 47.6 ± 13.4 vs. 37.7 ± 13.3, t(109) = 3.71, p = .0003; dynamic: 49.2 ± 14.7 vs. 41.1 ± 12.1, t(107) = 3.11, p = .0024]. In addition, although the attractiveness distribution was positively skewed in Study 1 (skewness = 1.08 for static and 0.71 for dynamic faces), attractiveness scores were more evenly distributed in Study 2 (skewness = 0.26 and 0.16) and did not differ from normal distributions (Kolmogorov-Smirnoff tests; Fig. 1 ). Note that the voices obtained through the two types of (face-directed) recruitment did not differ in attractiveness [sentence: t(106) = 1.02, p = .309; vowels: t(109) = 0.31, p = .756].
To briefly describe the GEFAV attractiveness data, we conducted two repeated measures analyses of variance (ANOVAs) on the attractiveness ratings from Study 2, with Sex of the Stimulus Participant as a between-subjects factor and Rater Sex and Stimulus Type (faces: static neutral vs. static smiling vs. dynamic neutral; voices: sentence vs. vowels) as within-subjects factors. Only first-order interactions were considered. For faces, we only found a significant main effect of stimulus type [F(1.94, 207 .65) = 9.90, p = .0001, Greenhouse-Geisser corrected]: videos and static smiling faces were more attractive than static neutral faces (posthoc Tukey HSD test). Note that the attractiveness ratings of these three types of stimuli were highly correlated (neutralsmiling, r = .85; neutral-video, r = .87; smiling-video, r = .81; all ps < .0001). For voices, the sentences and vowels did not differ significantly (and were correlated: r = .47, p < .0001), but there was a significant interaction between rater sex and participant sex [F(1, 106) = 69.20, p < .0001] due to the fact that ratings of opposite-sex voices were higher than ratings of same-sex voices (post-hoc Tukey HSD test).
Reliability
First, using Cronbach's alpha coefficients, we tested whether the N = 73 stimuli used in both Studies 1 and 2 received consistent judgments by the two different groups of raters. We found good interrater agreement (α > .70; Kline, 1993) for the static (α = .88) and dynamic (α = .83) neutral faces, for the vowels (α = .83) and the sentences (α = .74; this value is slightly lower probably because the sentence excerpts slightly differed between Studies 1 and 2; see the Supplementary Method).
Second, we tested whether the Study 2 attractiveness evaluations of the average faces (see the Stimuli section and Supplementary Fig. 1 ) were consistent with the Study 1 ratings. Greenhouse-Geisser-corrected repeated measures ANOVAs on opposite-sex attractiveness ratings showed a significant effect of attractiveness [male averages: F(1.89, 164.40) = 123.59, p < .0001; female averages: F(1.99, 189.50) = 90.87, p < .0001]. Indeed, for both sexes the face averages made of the least attractive stimuli of Study 1 were less attractive in Study 2 than the averages made of the most attractive stimuli of Study 1 (post-hoc Tukey HSD tests; see Supplementary Fig. 2a) .
A third test of reliability consisted in evaluating the interrater agreement in Study 2 for each stimulus. Cronbach's alphas were satisfactory: α = .91 for static neutral faces, α = .90 for static smiling faces, α = .88 for dynamic neutral faces, α = .87 for sentences, and α = .83 for vowels (averages of the nine α coefficients for the nine groups of raters evaluating nine different sets of stimuli; see the Supplementary Method).
Validity
In a first series of analyses on Study 2 ratings, we tested separately whether several factors, known to be significant determinants of face and voice attractiveness, predicted attractiveness also in the GEFAV. As expected, simple regressions revealed that face symmetry predicted attractiveness [static neutral faces: r 2 = .15, F(1, 109) = 19.04, p < .0001; dynamic neutral faces: r 2 = .29, F(1, 107) = 43.26, p < .0001; see Supplementary Fig. 3 ]. Similar analyses on voice fundamental frequency showed that, consistent with the literature, female voices with higher frequencies were more attractive [sentence: r 2 = .07, F(1, 58) = 4.10, p = .048; vowels: r 2 = .09, F(1, 59) = 5.98, p = .017] and male voices with lower frequencies were more attractive [sentence: r 2 = .09, F(1, 46) = 4.29, p = .044; vowels: r 2 = .37, F(1, 48) = 27.88, p < .0001; see Supplementary Fig. 4 ]. In addition, voices' distance to the mean-namely, the distance to the sex-specific average fundamental frequency computed from our sample-negatively predicted voice attractiveness [sentence: r 2 = .05, F(1, 106) = 5.73, p = .018; vowels: r 2 = .08, F(1, 109) = 9.60, p = .0025; see Supplementary Fig. 5 ]. Finally, a repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the attractiveness of the faces averaged according to 2D:4D. The face average made from the stimulus women with the most feminine 2D:4D was more attractive than the one made from the stimulus women with the most masculine 2D:4D [F(1, 184) = 43.45, p < .0001]. The reverse was found for male faces [F(1, 184) = 11.35, p = .0009], with the face average made from the stimulus men with the most masculine 2D:4D being more attractive (see Supplementary  Fig. 2b ). Note that in this paragraph, the same conclusions were found when only opposite-sex ratings were taken into account.
Another way to test the validity of the GEFAV was to investigate which combination of factors, among the ones that we measured (see Table 2 ), best predicted attractiveness. We ran a model comparison procedure on the opposite-sex attractiveness ratings using R 3.0.1 (R Development Core Team, 2011). For each stimulus sex and type, we used the "dredge" function of the MuMIn R package (Barton, 2013) to run all possible linear regressions involving all possible combinations of factors. The best models were the ones with the lowest Akaike information criterion (AIC), and when two or more models had an AIC difference less than 2, we retained the simplest model in order to be parsimonious (see Table 2 for the best models of Study 2, and Supplementary Table 2 for Only opposite-sex ratings were collected in Study 1 (S1, involving 73 stimuli collected through nontargeted recruitment), whereas both same-and opposite-sex ratings were collected in Study 2 (S2, involving an additional 38 stimuli collected through recruitment targeted at attractive individuals). a Minus 1 for Voice: Sentence (missing stimulus). b Minus 2 for Face: Dynamic neutral and Voice: Sentence (missing stimuli).
Study 1). The two studies showed consistent differences between male and female stimuli. Women whose face and voice were perceived as being healthier and more feminine were more attractive, and men whose face and voice were perceived as being more dominant/masculine (as perceived and measured via voice frequency) were more attractive. Trustworthiness also predicted attractiveness, mostly in men, independently of relationship context, and-to a lesser extent-in women, but only in the context of long-term relationships (Supplementary Table 2 ). Face symmetry and 2D:4D were not significant predictors in these models, whereas they were when taken individually, suggesting that these measures explain a less significant part of attractiveness variance than the other factors included in the models.
Discussion
This article introduces a new database of social stimuli, the GEFAV database. Originating from 61 women and 50 men of European type, 18-35 years of age (see Supplementary Fig. 6 for an overview of the faces), the GEFAV stimuli are meant to be used in studies investigating human perception of faces and voices varying on attractiveness. As compared with other existing databases, the GEFAV stands out for the controlled range of attractiveness that it offers, for the diversity of the stimuli (facial and vocal, static and dynamic, smiling and neutral), and for its free access under certain conditions. The GEFAV database successfully met three quality criteria. First, in the final set of stimuli, the range of attractiveness was satisfactory-namely, 7-81 for faces and 17-86 for voices, on a 0-100 scale-and the attractiveness distribution across facial stimuli became more symmetrical after a targeted recruitment phase. One of the GEFAV aims, namely offering a relatively balanced number of attractive and less attractive stimuli, was thus reached, at least for a population with the same characteristics as the stimuli. It must be kept in mind that this distribution reflects more the requirements of our database than the distribution observed in real-life. The authors of the Beautycheck database (Braun et al., 2001 ) also acknowledged that in reality the distribution of facial attractiveness is skewed as in our Study 1-that is, with a larger proportion of faces with low or moderate attractiveness, and fewer very attractive ones. It is therefore very important that researchers using the GEFAV keep in mind that the stimuli are appropriate for experimental studies, but may not be appropriate for correlational studies that assume an ecologically valid distribution of attractiveness.
Second, the GEFAV proved to be a reliable tool. Indeed, the same stimuli (a large subset of the GEFAV) rated by different participants in two different studies received highly consistent attractiveness ratings, in spite of the slightly different settings. In addition, averaged faces made from the most and least attractive faces, based on the first study ratings, were rated as such by the raters of the second study. Also, the interrater agreement for each stimulus type was very high in the second study, when all GEFAV stimuli were involved.
Third, we also showed the validity of the database by testing whether the face and voice attractiveness ratings could be predicted by parameters known to be influential on human attractiveness. In spite of slight variations based on whether predictors were analyzed separately or together and whether all GEFAV stimulus participants (Study 2) or only a subsample (Study 1) were included, we found converging evidence that women perceived as more feminine and healthier were more attractive to men and that men perceived as more dominant/masculine and more trustworthy were more attractive to women. Although it cannot be excluded that the multiple ratings given by a participant may have influenced each agreement regarding the terms of use (Appendix C) before obtaining access to the database, and only researchers from European countries and from countries benefiting from a decision of the European Commission regarding adequacy of the protection of personal data are allowed to have access to the GEFAV. Although the quality of the GEFAV has been demonstrated in this article, some limitations of this database must be acknowledged. First, the audio recording of the sentence in French may be mostly suitable for studies with Frenchspeaking participants. The other vocal stimuli (three vowels), although sounding rather French as well, may more easily be used internationally. Second, the picture size is adequate for many usages, but may be considered as insufficient for other very specific ones, such as accurate morphometric analyses of the faces for instance. Third, although it is an asset to offer a homogeneous sample to allow researchers to have enough stimuli to choose from, researchers who are interested in various ages or ethnicities may find that the GEFAV is limited. In no case should the GEFAV be considered as a standard database or as representing a universal range of human facial attractiveness, and the development of more and more varied sets of facial and vocal stimuli is strongly encouraged. Also, the ratings presented in this article are from a specific and limited sample (participants recruited in Geneva), therefore we strongly recommend that GEFAV users have the stimuli judged to determine their attractiveness levels in the population they are interested in.
Researchers must nonetheless keep in mind that the GEFAVas it is provided on our website may constitute ground material that can be modified, transformed, and combined to get a wide range of possible new stimuli. For example, the masculinity/femininity, symmetry, skin color or appearance, and even age of the faces can be manipulated, as well as the fundamental frequency or other acoustic parameters of the voices. Multiple faces or voices can be combined by averaging them. Different multimodal combinations can be considered with our database, using simultaneous presentation of voice and face from the same person or from different individuals. The GEFAV stimuli can either be the target of the experiment, when investigating the effect of individual or contextual factors on the perception of faces or voices, or can be used as stimuli with positive or negative valence (in terms of attractiveness) to investigate specific psychological processes. In sum, researchers from disciplines as varied as social and affective sciences, evolutionary, experimental, and developmental psychology, neuroscience, and psychobiology will be able to take advantage of the GEFAV stimuli to explore verbal and nonverbal human responses to social stimuli. We hope that the GEFAV will be a useful tool to investigate further uni-and multimodal psychological mechanisms involved in attractiveness and, more generally, in social cognition.
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Appendix A: Information sheet given to the participants prior to participation (translated from French)
Research title: link between the characteristics of the face, the voice and the body odour Researchers in charge of the project: Drs Camille Ferdenzi, Sylvain Delplanque and David Sander Dear participant, please read carefully this information sheet that explains why and how we are conducting this research. Do not hesitate to ask for additional information. If you agree to participate in the study, please complete the consent form attached.
& General aim of the research:
This experiment aims to study the link between different features of the face, the voice and the body odour. Voices and faces will be used to constitute a permanent database, which will then be used in various studies on face and voice perception. & Procedure:
The experimenter will videotape your face and record your voice in standard conditions in the laboratory. To do this, we request that women do not to wear any make-up and that all participants wear a black top, let their face free from hair and remove any jewellery or piercing. At the end of the session, we will also take some body measurements (finger length, and waist and hip for women / waist and shoulders for men).
[…] If you agree to take part in the constitution of the database, you give us the permission to use your face and voice in future studies on face and voice perception. Your face, your voice […] will be evaluated on various criteria (face: symmetry, masculinity / femininity, pleasantness, etc.; voice: dominance, masculinity / femininity, pleasantness, etc.
[…]).
& Protection of the data:
Data and samples (faces, voices […]) will be stored anonymously (you will be assigned a code) and securely. Only researchers involved in the study will have access to them. If you agree to participate in the database, we will maintain the images of your face and your voice recordings indefinitely; otherwise, the samples will be destroyed after the publication of the results. Researchers will maintain sufficient information to be able to link your data to your name during the period of data collection, but this information will not be disclosed to others. & Advantages and benefits for the participants:
Participation in this research is of interest to anyone who can read, interpret, design and conduct experiments in psychology. In addition, participation in the study is paid.
& Disadvantages and risks for the participants:
There are no foreseeable risks to take part in this study […] . In case of inconvenience, please inform the experimenter.
& Duration of the project: 2 years & Duration of the experiment and breaks:
It will take about 20 minutes (without breaks) to videotape your face and record your voice […] . & Access to the results of the study:
If you wish, we will send you an overview of the results of the study (only for the group). We will publish the results of this study, but you will never be personally identified. -To take part (with my face and my voice) in the constitution of a permanent database that will subsequently be used in other research projects □ yes □ no -That my data will be used for scientific purposes and that the results will be published in scientific journals or books, provided that the data will remain anonymous and no information will be given about my identity □ yes □ no -That the data will be used for educational purposes (courses and seminars to train students and professionals bound by professional secrecy) □ yes □ no -Would you like to receive an overview of the results of the study? □ yes □ no If yes, please provide your email address in capital letters:
I have voluntarily chosen to participate in this research. I was informed that I have the right to withdraw at any time without explanations and that in such case I can request my data to be destroyed.
Participant's name, Surname, Date and Signature Researcher's commitment: The information given in this form and the answers I gave to the participant describe the research accurately. I commit myself to conducting the study in accordance with the ethical standards for research involving human participants, applying the Code of Ethics for Research of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences, and the guidelines of the University of Geneva related to integrity in the field of scientific research and to the procedure to follow in case of breach of integrity. I commit myself to providing the participant with a copy of this consent form.
Researcher's name, Surname, Date and Signature Note: Elements of the document concerning body odour collection have been removed ([…]), since they are not relevant to the present article.
Appendix C: Confidentiality agreement and terms of use for the Geneva Faces and Voices (GEFAV) database
Thank you for your interest in our GEneva Faces And Voices (GEFAV) database. The GEFAV database is a series of faces and voices of males and females aged 18 to 35 years old. It entails pictures of neutral and smiling faces, video sequences of speaking and smiling faces, audio recordings of sentences and vowels. The GEFAV is being developed and distributed by the "Centre Interfacultaire en Sciences Affectives" at the University of Geneva. It is freely available exclusively for use in academic, non-profit research, in European countries and countries benefiting from a decision of the European Commission regarding adequacy of the protection of personal data.
Note: GEFAV stimuli have been controlled for their range of attractiveness, based on evaluations by a population with the same characteristics as the stimuli. However, in no case should the GEFAV be considered as a standard database or as representing a universal range of human facial attractiveness. Especially, the distribution of attractiveness is partly a result of targeted recruitment of attractive individuals. Researchers using the GEFAV should thus keep in mind that the stimuli are appropriate for experimental studies, but may not be appropriate for correlational studies that assume an ecologically valid distribution of attractiveness.
Collaborators who wish to use the GEFAV for their research have to fill out the agreement form below. By signing below the collaborator agrees to the following: 1) That the GEFAV database remains the property of the University of Geneva and can be recalled at any time.
Data from a specific participant can be recalled at any time on his/her request. 2) That the GEFAV database is for the collaborator's use only and is to be used only in the research project described below, except with the express permission of the "Centre Interfacultaire en Sciences Affectives" at the University of Geneva. Especially, it is required that the collaborator does not provide the database to a third party, especially to profit-making companies or organizations. Furthermore, the collaborator is required not to make the GEFAV available on the internet. at the University of Geneva will be informed of any work performed using the database that has been submitted for publication to an academic journal. 5) That this Confidentiality Agreement and Terms of Use is governed by the laws of Switzerland, excluding conflict of law rules, and that the competent jurisdiction is Geneva.
I agree to the above terms and conditions, 
